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hereby submits the attached letter and attachments.

Solar Energy Industries Association (“SEIA”), by and through its undersigned counsel

Respectfully submitted this 23™ Day of October, 2013.
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Court S. Rich
Attorney for SEIA
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Original and 13 copies filed on

this_|}igday of October, 2013 with:

Docket Control

Arizona Corporation Commission

1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

A copy of the foregoing mailed this

W day of October, 2013 to:

Janice Alward
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Daniel Pozefsky
1110 W. Washington St. -220
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Steve Olea
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Greg Patterson
916 W. Adams St. -3
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Lyn Farmer
1200 W. Washington St.
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Garry Hays
1702 E. Highland Ave. -204
Phoenix, Arizona 85016

Thomas Loquvam
400 N. 5th St, MS 8695
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

John Wallace
2210 South Priest Drive
Tempe, Arizona 85282

Patty Ihle
304 E. Cedar Mill Road
Star Valley, Arizona 85541

Lewis Levenson
1308 E. Cedar Lane
Payson, Arizona 85541

Timothy Hogan
202 E. McDowell Rd. -153
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

David Berry
PO Box 1064
Scottsdale, AZ 85252

Mark Holohan
2221 W. Lone Cactus Dr. -2
Phoenix, AZ 85027

Hugh Hallman
2011 N. Campo Alegre Rd. -100
Tempe, AZ 85281

Anne Smart
45 Freemont St.; -32nd Fl.
San Francisco, CA 94105

Kevin Fox
436 14th St. -1305
Oakland, CA 94612

Todd Glass
701 Fifth Ave. -5100
Seattle, WA 98104

Erica Schroeder
436 14th St. -1305
Oakland, CA 94612

Michael Patten

Jason Gellman

One Arizona Center

400 E. Van Buren St. -800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Bradley S. Carroll
Kimberly A. Ruht

88 E. Broadway Blvd. MS
HQE910

Post Office Box 711
Tucson, Arizona 85702

Tim Lindl
436 14th St. - 1305
QOakland, California 84612
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One E. Camelback Rd. -550
Phoenix, AZ 85012




Solar Energy
Industries
Association®

October 23, 2013

Docket No.: E-01345A-13-0248

The Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) would like to respond to the filing of the California E3 Draft Net
Energy Metering Cost-Effectiveness Study (Study) that was posted into this docket on September 30, 2013. As
an initial matter, SEIA rejects the attempt to inject this California-specific Study into the current proceeding
analyzing net metering in Arizona before the Arizona Corporation Commission. This California Study cannot
form the basis of the proper ratemaking treatment of net metering in Arizona. Instead, as SEIA has noted in
both its Protest and Motion to Dismiss and in its Response to APS’s Reply to SEIA’s Protest, and as has been
urged by Commission Staff in its Recommended Opinion and Order in this matter, the Commission should
examine all costs, benefits, and rates applicable to and derived from net metering with respect to APS in_
Arizona, and should do so only as part of APS’s next general rate.

Aside from this fundamental irrelevance to the matter before the Commission, the flaws with the Study have
been widely publicized, and because the Study has been docketed in Arizona, SEIA believes a careful
examination of the Study should also be submitted. Attachment A is the response that [was][SEIA] provided in
California and offers a detailed response and specific concerns regarding the Study. It should be obvious to all
that in addition to the flaws set out in Attachment A, the Study itself is California specific, based on that
State’s unique rate structure, generation and consumption patterns. In short, the Study has absolutely no
relevance to the situation in Arizona.

The concerns about the Study include, most notably, the inclusion of an all-generation approach, whereby the
Study assumes that customers who make private investments to produce their own renewable energy, and
reduce their demand on the grid, are imposing costs on other customers. The impact of buying less electricity
due to on-site consumption of solar is no different than turning off a light or installing a more efficient
appliance, and should not be considered a cost impact associated with net energy metering. While this
approach was mandated by specific CA legislation, it does not accurately reflect the true impacts of the Net
Energy Metering Program. The Study itself appears to recognize this flaw by stating that “[T]he all generation
scenario included in the attached report likely overestimates the costs that are directly associated with
NEM.”!

Attachment A also offers detailed input into many of the assumptions and input data used for the Study, and
we will not repeat that information here. However, even if one were to wholeheartedly accept the results of
this Study, it is very important to SEIA that we again point out that these cost-benefit analyses are very
situation specific due to the underlying rates and tariffs. You simply cannot take the results of this Study and
state that they hold true for Arizona, as it is an apples-to-oranges comparison. The underlying rates in
California are steeply tiered with the highest tier costing in the mid-30cent/kWh range; obviously this will
result in a much different impact than a similar comparison in Arizona. SEIA believes that the Crossborder
Energy Study is a much more appropriate analysis as it looks at the costs and benefits specific to Arizona.
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Comments of the Solar Energy Industries Association
and the California Solar Energy Industries Association on the E3 Draft Net Energy
Metering Cost-Effectiveness Study

The Solar Energy Industries Association and California Solar Energy Industries
Association (collectively, the Joint Solar Parties) appreciate the opportunity to submit these
informal written comments on the analytics and assumptions used in E3’s draft analysis. The
Joint Solar Parties provide these comments to the Commission’s Energy Division in accordance
with Ehren Seybert’s e-mail dated September 23, 2013.

The Joint Solar Parties would first like to acknowledge the significant work of Energy
Division and E3 in developing the draft analysis to this point. While the Joint Solar Parties do
not offer a unique critique herein on the calculations performed by E3, we do strongly support
the analysis and comments separately submitted on behalf of The Alliance for Solar Choice
(TASC) and The Vote Solar Initiative (Vote Solar), and encourage Energy Division and E3 to
incorporate the TASC and Vote Solar recommendations in the final analysis.

The Joint Solar Parties also believe it is imperative to note the significant flaws in aspects
of the draft study’s scope. These include, most notably, the inclusion of an all-generation
approach, whereby the study assumes that customers who make private investments to produce
their own renewable energy, and reduce their demand on the grid, are imposing costs on other
customers. The impact of buying less electricity due to on-site consumption of solar is no
different than turning off a light or installing a more efficient appliance, and should not be
considered a cost impact associated with net energy metering. The Joint Solar Parties recognize
the fact that this approach was mandated as part of AB 2514 (Bradford), though we continue to
believe it does not accurately reflect the true impacts of the Net Energy Metering Program. We
appreciate that the study appears to recognize this flaw by stating that “[Tlhe all generation
scenario included in the attached report likely overestimates the costs that are directly associated
with NEM.”!

Additionally, many of the results in the analysis are presented as 2012 or 2020 single-
year snapshots of net energy metering impacts. This approach significantly undervalues PV
installations, which have an expected operating life of 30 years. The 2020 single-year snapshot
ignores all of the benefits that these installations provide during their useful years of operation
beyond 2020. During these later years, the avoided costs associated with solar—and therefore the
benefits to ratepayers— increase, because fossil fuel costs and greenhouse gas emissions costs
increase into the future. Therefore, annualized impacts that account for the full lifecycle costs
and benefits of solar PV are more accurate. The Joint Parties thus strongly recommend that the
annualized 20-year lifecycle results should be the “headline” numbers in the executive summary
of the study, particularly given that the CPUC’s 2010 net metering study expressed its results
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using these metrics. As now drafted, the shift to single-year snapshot numbers as the primary
conclusion of the study has the potential to confuse non-technical readers whose review of the
study focuses on the executive summary. The study should also highlight that, based on the
results in Table 40, the impacts of NEM at full CSI build-out in 2020 are actually lower than
calculated in the 2010 study, and the final report should explain why this is true. The Joint
Parties note that these lifecycle results for the full CSI were among the “headline” numbers in the
2010 study (see Table 5 in the executive summary for that study).

The analysis also assumes that the 100% renewable output from net metered solar has the
same value in 2020 as 33% renewable grid power, and thus the additional renewable penetration,
above the RPS, provided by distributed solar has no value as incremental renewable generation
which will help California meet its ambitious long-term carbon reduction goals. However, from a
long-term perspective this additional penetration of renewables beyond the RPS target provides
supplementary benefits to utility ratepayers that should be fully valued in assessing the avoided
cost benefits of renewable DG resources.

However, we do agree with some important caveats included in the draft text. These
include the recognition that expected changes in rate design will have considerable impacts on
the cost impacts of the Net Energy Metering Program and an acknowledgement that the study’s
scope does not include the considerable economic and public health benefits provided by the Net
Energy Metering Program, benefits which are aligned with the legislative intent of the Program.
Specifically, with regards to the impact of rate design changes, the Joint Parties note that, when
comparing the 2010 study to the results of the 2013 analysis on a lifecycle and annualized value
basis, the study concludes that the overall net cost per kWh exported is lower in the 2013
analysis “due to retail rate escalation rates being lower than they were forecast to be in 2010.7
While the draft study articulates a clear connection between rate design changes and the cost
impacts of net energy metering, the draft study fails to explain how the rate changes
implemented since the 2010 study have impacted the results of the latest analysis. Residential
rates have changed dramatically in all three investor-owned utility territories since the 2010
analysis, and understanding the extent to which these rate design changes have impacted the
latest analysis would be extremely helpful for all parties. Thus, the Joint Parties also request that
the final study include an explanation of how rate design changes since the 2010 study have
impacted the latest results.

Finally, the Joint Solar Parties would like to emphasize that we are encouraged by the
draft study’s cost of service analysis which concludes that, overall, net energy metering
customers are paying more than the costs required to be served by the investor-owned utilities. In
essence, the cost of service analysis indicates that net energy metering customers are paying their
fair share, and any perceived challenges associated with the Net Energy Metering Program is a
product of rate design and not full retail net energy metering.
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We again thank Energy Division and E3 for their obvious hard work on this draft study
and appreciate the opportunity to comment before the study’s completion.

Respectfully submitted,

Steve Zuretti
Manager, California
Solar Energy Industries Association

GO0 Chad

Bernadette Del Chiaro
Executive Director
California Solar Energy Industries

Association
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